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- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)E3 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 25 May 2005 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-24 and 26-3 1 have been presented for reconsideration in view of Applicants' 
amended claim language and arguments. Claim 25 has been cancelled. 

2. Dwin Craig is now the Examiner of record. Eduardo Garcia-Otero is no longer the 
Examiner of record. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicants' arguments presented in the 5-25-2005 responses have been fully considered. 
The Examiner's response is as follows. 

3.1 Regarding the Applicants' response to the 35 USC § 1 12 Second Paragraph rejections of 

claims 1 and 2, Applicant argued, on page 8 of the 5-25-2005 responses, 

[In response, the applicants have clarified claims 1 and 2. More particularly, "the 
storage system " is deleted from claim 1. Thus, claim 1 is directed to a method of assigning 
resources to for a computer design. Claim 2 further limits claim 1 by reciting that the computer 
system design comprises a design for a data storage system.] 

The Examiner has found this argument persuasive and withdraws the previous 35 USC § 

112 Second Paragraph rejections of claims 1 and 2. 

3.2 Regarding the Applicants' response to the 35 USC § 1 12 First Paragraph rejections of 

claims 1-31, Applicants' argued, on page 9 of the 5-25-2005 responses, 

[The premise upon which the rejection is based, i.e. that the claims are directed toward 
an "expert system is not correct. This is apparent because the claims do not recite an expert 
system, knowledge base, or an inference engine; however, according to the definition of "expert 
system " quoted in the office action, all of these elements are required for an expert system.] 
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The Examiner has found this argument persuasive and withdraws the previous 35 USC § 
112 First Paragraph rejections of claims 1-31. 

3.3 Regarding the Applicants' response to the 35 USC § 102 rejections of claims 1-5, 10-16, 

21-22 and 23-27, Applicants' argued, on page(s) 15 and 16 of the 5-25-2005 responses, 

[For example, Smith does not disclose receiving desired levels of performance 
parameters from a user via a user interface.] 

And 

[Because Smith does not suggest or disclose receiving desired, performance parameters 
from a user, Smith also cannot disclose modifying an existing design based on received desired 
performance parameters. Smith also does not suggest or disclose that the design might include 
assignments of system resources to applications. Further, Smith does not. disclose predicting 
levels of performance parameters for such a modified design.] . 

And, on page 16, 

[The ASICs and FPGAs of Smith are not data storage systems. Smith also does not teach 
that HDL tools could he applied to the design of a data storage system, not to the design of a 
data storage system that includes assignments of system resources to applications. ] 

The Examiner has found Applicants' arguments to be persuasive, however, the Examiner 

would like to respond to a certain portion of Applicants' arguments. The Examiner respectfully 

points out that ASIC's and FPGA's can be used as u data storage systems" for example an ASIC 

that acts as a MAC controller for an Ethernet device will have a transmit and receive buffer, and 

an FPGA design can contain storage memory cells in the design for buffering of data, etc. . . So, 

HDL tools could be used to design data storage systems. Applicant's invention, as disclosed on 

page 1 of the specification, is directed towards RAID arrays, although the current claim language 

is broad enough to include solid state storage arrays, such as SRAM or FLASH memory, the 

Examiner notes that Applicants' specification discloses that solid state memory in combination 
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with RAID arrays and/or disk storage are what is defined as "data storage systems". The 
Examiner withdraws the earlier 35 USC § 102 and 35 USC § 103 rejections of claims 1-31. 
3.4 As updated search has revealed new art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC $ 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1 -24 and 26-3 1 are rejected under 35 USC § 102(e) as being unpatentable over 
US Patent 6,487,562 Mason, Jr. et al., hereafter referred to as Mason. 

4.1 Regarding independent claims 1,10 and 23 and using independent claim 1 as an example, 
the Mason reference discloses, A method of assigning resources for a computer system design 
comprising: (Col. 1 line 66, "The present invention provides a system and method for 
dynamically modifying parameters in a data storage system") receiving desired levels of 
performance parameters for a computer system design from a user via a user interface to a 
computer system, (Figure 2 Item 40 and Col. 2 lines 21-31), the design including assignments of 
system resources to applications ;(CoL 5 line 33, "A User Interface (UI) 40 application which 
allows a user to modify the QOS (Quality of Service) for the system 10." The Examiner notes 
that assigning a Quality of Service requirement for a disk array inherently means that some form 
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of "Application" like streaming video is being contemplated by the teachings of the Mason 
reference), modifying the design in response to said desired levels including modifying the 
assignments of the system resources; (Col. 2 lines 50-57, "the present invention include the 
ability to make changes dynamically to the data storage system while in use."), predicting level 
of performance parameters for the modified design; and displaying for the user an indication of 
the predicted levels of performance via the user interface, (Col. 2 lines 66-67 and Col. 3 lines 1- 
2, "Users can easily manipulate the system settings using the GUI, including a with features such 
as bar graphs and scales showing real-time system settings and performance"). Please also note 
the passage in Col 5 lines 32-64. 

4.2 As regards dependent claims 2, 1 1 and 24 the Mason reference discloses a "data storage 
system" (Col. 1 line 66). 

4.3 As regards dependent claims 3, 14 and 26 the Mason reference discloses modifying 
parameters to a desired level of performance (Col. 2 lines 21-31). 

4.4 As regards dependent claims 4, 5, 15, 16 and 27 the Mason reference discloses a utility 
function that is selected by the user (Col. 6 lines 6-12, note that the Mason reference discloses 
services provided through an API which is functionally equivalent to providing utilities to 
monitor system and memory resources). 

4.5 As regards dependent claims 6-9, 17-22 and 28-3 1 the Mason reference discloses a GUI 
(Col. 2 lines 22-31), with Bar graphs and scales (Col. 2 lines 58-67 and Col. 3 lines 1-2), and an 
interactive real-time display of the changing system attributes via the GUI (Col. 5 lines 32-64). 
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4.6 As regards dependent claim 12 the Mason reference discloses assigning resources to 
application because, the reference discloses setting QoS levels which is an assignment of system 
bandwidth resources (Figure 3). 

4.7 As regards dependent claim 13 the Mason reference discloses a design tool, for designing 
a data storage system (Col. 1 line 66 and Figure 1), 

Conclusion 

5. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

1 . US Patent 5,668,995 discloses determining what resources are needed in a client server 
environment (Figure 1). 

2. US Patent 6,865,527 discloses a method of determining storage system requirements 
(Abstract). 

3. US Patent 5,640,595 discloses a GUI for determining what resources are required in a 
computer system (Figure 8). 

5.1 Claims 1-24 and 26-3 1 are rejected.. This Office Action is Non-Final 

5.2 Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dwin M. Craig whose telephone number is (571) 272-3710. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 10:00 - 6:00 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo P. Picard can be reached on (571) 272-3749. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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